
June 14, 1991 

2619 Arlington Drive, #301 
Alexandria, VA 22306 
703-768-7933 

Mr. James Moore 
Success Motivation Institute 
5000 Lakewood Drive 
Waco, TX 76710 
817-776-1230 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

I recently had the fortuity to come across your book, Conspiracy of One, while 
.brewsing through a local bookstore. After reading the Preface in the aisle of 
the store, I was intrigued enough to purchase the book, keep an open mind, and 
take your challenge to learn the truth about the assassination by reading the 
book from the front cover to the back. I've obviously enjoyed your book enough 
to write this letter, and have added it to my collection of JFK assassination 
literature that includes over 100 books. I also appreciate your efforts toward 
opening The Sixth Floor exhibit, which I have visited twice. 

I hold a Ph.D. in Chemistry and was initially attracted to studying the JFK 
assassination by my scientific curiosity about the extensive amount of physical 
and photographic evidence surrounding the event. Hence, my comments should 
provide a contrasting viewpoint from your historical background and perspective, 
and will not deal with any specific analysis of Lee Harvey Oswald's actions or 
motives. 

THE PROBLEM 

Your book again attempts to rationalize the lone-gunman advocates' Nightmare on 
Elm Street, the Zapruder film. The movie distinctly shows at least three 
separate unnatural disturbances on two of the occupants of the limousine during 
a short time span of about six seconds (Kennedy by Z-224; Connally [and perhaps 
Kennedy again] in the Z-230's; and Kennedy starting at Z-313). This indelible 
evidence appears to be supported by the vast majority of the earwitnesses who 
believe they heard a three-shot sequence and by the three spent Carcano bullet 
casings found on the sixth floor. 

Yet, the sum total of all the official physical and medical evidence, accumulated 
through numerous channels at various times subsequent to the event and usually 
away from the scene, seems to indicate that only two bullets entered the 
limousine. The third bullet was never located. Hence, it must have missed 
everything entirely and vanished into the Twilight Zone. 

YOUR SOLUTION 

The proposed fate of this phantom bullet, which you present as part of what you 
unabashedly and repeatedly proclaim as "my final solution" [e.g., pages viii, 91 
and 169], is not unique.2 However, the theory that no bullet entered the 
limousine before Z-230 and that one missed shot alone somehow caused Kennedy's 
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first sudden physical reaction is interesting enough to warrant detailed 
consideration. 

The strength of this 'solution' is that it appears to better explain how the 
proposed flight of CE 399 might have caused all the non-head wounds to both 
Kennedy and Connally. Compared to the timing of the Warren Commission's single- 
bullet impact, your scenario has JFK's body in a more forward position, his shirt 
and suit jacket higher on his back, Kennedy and Connally better aligned with 
respect to the sixth-floor window, and Connally's violent reaction as an 
immediate response to his extensive injuries. 

YOUR PROOF 

As much as I would like to believe that CE 399 passed in front of Abraham 
Zapruder's camera between Z-230 and Z-238, I am unimpressed by your efforts to 
"prove each point" [1/777] of your 'final solution' hypothesis. Discussed below 
are my concerns with your attempted 'proof' of two essential elements of your 
"best possible reconstruction" [197]: 

1) Timing of First Shot. "The House Select Committee determined that Willis 
had taken slide five at about frame 202" [123]; then, you go on to state, 
"I believe that the photo was taken earlier" [124] . . . "most likely 
before frame 190" [197]. Why? Where is your proof? Actually, Willis's 
fifth slide corresponds most precisely to Z-202, to the absolute exclusion 
of all other Zapruder frames. This fact, unlike most other 'facts' about 
the assassination, is irrefutable.2 3 I find it difficult to believe that 
it took you "ten years to determine the precise timing of the first shot" 
[194], especially if you believe that "an investigator's first 
responsibility is accuracy" [90]. 

You are obviously aware of the existence of Betzner's most famous 
black-and-white still [37, 155, 171]. It can likewise be determined that 
he took this picture at Z-186,3 the break in the oak tree foliage as viewed 
from the southeast sixth floor. Betzner's affidavit statement,4 where he 
indicated that the moment of the first shot occurred right as he was 
starting to advance his film after this photo, dovetails nicely with 
Willis's testimony.5 These two key points, supported by the photographed 
reactions of other important witnesses, place the first shot in the mid- 
high Z-190's3 (which also preserves your high regard for Willis's 
credibility). 

Therefore, assuming your 'final solution' is correct and Oswald was the 
lone-assassin, he fired his first shot through the oak tree foliage; and, 
if the bullet missed, he then delivered CE 399 with exceptional quickness 
(even shots at Z-195 and Z-237 are only 2.3 seconds apart). 

2) A Strike on the Roadway. You present no credible evidence to support "the 
first shot struck the Elm Street roadway near the right rear of the 
limousine" [198]. 

The photographic evidence you cite is Kennedy's physical response to 
being "pelted or forcibly struck by bits of concrete and metal" [198]. If 
this indeel happened, I find it implausible that the President would 
continue his waving motion for a second or so, until the point where he 
was about to come out from behind the sign as viewed from Zapruder's 
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position, and then begin a delayed, but sudden, response. Also, the 
nature of JFK's movements appears to be inconsistent with him being 
violently sprayed with debris from behindf Then, after a bullet 
supposedly tears through the President's body in the Z-230's, you expect 
your readers to believe that he would only exhibit a small additional 
response for the next 4+ seconds. 

The total extent of the physical evidence you present is the Tague hit. 
Why this incident necessarily supports your 'pelted-JFK' theory is again 
beyond me. The fragment that struck close to Tague could have conceivably 
come from many sources, including the head shot at Z-313. And I am sure 
you are aware, but did not print, that Tague testified that he believed it 
was not the first shot, but either the second or third one, that caused 
his cheek to be "stinged."6 

You also state, "As far as I can determine, no examination of the road 
surface was ever undertaken" [198]. However, there are pictures of cement 
damage^ as well as unofficial reports of spent bullets found in Dealey 
Plaza. After denying that he found any spent bullet, Walthers testified, 
"Me and Allan Sweatt 2 or 3 days after the assassination did go back down 
there and make a pretty diligent search in there all up where that bullet 
might have hit, thinking that maybe the bullet hit the cement."8 The 
bullet he was referring to was the one from which the Tague-hit fragment 
originated. 

Remarkably, the Commission staff did not delve too deeply into cement 
damage (and never thought it worthwhile to interview Sweatt on this or 
other more-sensitive matters), especially since they were officially 
missing a bullet and any credible evidence of some damage it might have 
caused. Nevertheless, with all the scrutiny the scene was getting after 
the assassination, a significant divot in the roadway would certainly have 
been discovered by someone, and would have officially remained found if it 
happened to be lined with traces of copper metal. 

The eyewitness-testimony evidence you present does not plausibly 
support your solution and is often misrepresented. For example, Holmes 
testified, "I had my binoculars on this car, on the Presidential car all 
the time. I realized something was wrong, but I thought they were dodging 
somebody throwing things at the car like firecrackers or something, but I 
did see dust fly up like a firecracker had burst up in the air." Belin 
asked, "Where did you see the dust?" To which Holmes replied, "Off of 
President Kennedy." It was not until after the limousine had left Dealey 
Plaza that Holmes realized, "maybe there was a gun involved in it instead 
of firecrackers." You interpret this testimony as, "Holmes saw the bullet 
strike the roadway" [198]. What he actually observed was the President's 
head being blown open. It is not unexpected that he would misinterpret 
this unique event, especially from his angle and distance. Indeed, 
Holme's testimony is the epitome of lucidity compared to those of the 
other four witnesses you cite. 

The Franzens must have felt they needed to tell the FBI almost 
identical stories. Evidently, both saw small debris flying from inside 
the President's automobile; again, an observation consistent with the head 
shot. However, the FBI interviewers, Ellington and Loeffler, said that 
the Franzens thought it happened approximately the same time as the first 
"firecracker."10 The Franzens' two terse interrogation reports, dictated 
2 and 3 days after the actual interviews, leave little room to delve into 
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the specifics of their observations. Nevertheless, the feeling one gets 
from reading the depositions is certainly not that the Franzens saw the 
President, and the President alone, get forcibly pelted by a narrow burst 
of concrete and metal particles from the street below. 

"Mrs. Baker did give conflicting versions of her testimony at different 
times" [198], and you conveniently omit all the referencesI * * * * * * * * * 11 that 
demonstrate this important point. In the reference you chose, she did say 
she saw a strike behind the limousine (she said the strike was in front of 
it in the earlier CD 5, pp. 66-67); however, she testified that it 
impacted the middle of the left lane (the northern most of the three 
traffic lanes on Elm Street), not in "the middle lane" [198]. 

Skelton's testimony12 is equally nebulous. You believe, "Royce Skelton, 
atop the triple overpass, saw pieces of concrete fly up at the rear of the 
limousine" [198]. In two separate instances during the shot-sequence, 
Skelton said he saw smoke, not concrete, come off of the pavement. For 
the earlier instance, the motorcade was too far away for him to 
distinguish the specifics. In the second case, he was certain it "hit in 
the left front of the President's car on the cement."12 

Believing that these four sketchy, unrelated accounts, counting the 
Franzens as one, support your theory is pure fantasy. I wholeheartedly 
agree with your statement, "There is very little in the way of eyewitness 
testimony in this case which can be trusted. A great deal is 
contradictory, and much makes no sense at all" [200]. You have 
demonstrated this one point very well. 

What you fail to adequately address in your book is what ever happened to the 
missing proof one would expect to find to support your 'final solution.' If the 
President was "responding to a facial injury" [160], where is the evidence in the 
autopsy records, photos or x-rays? Why did no one at Parkland Hospital notice 
spots of blood on Kennedy's face as Walthers did on Tague's cheek? Why did no 
concrete particles hit anyone else in the limousine? Where is the damage to the 
road, or to the car, or to the oak tree (if it caused this miss)? Why did no 
reliable witness notice the road being struck, especially those in an excellent 
position to do so such as the trained Secret Service agents in the follow-up car? 
And, of course, where is the mangled bullet? 

I realize you believe that "the critics are awfully good at asking questions, but 
woefully short when it comes time to provide answers" [77]. However, these are 
not their answers to provide - they are yours. Experiments, such as those 
described on pages 7, 8, and 10 below, can alleviate the doubts created by these 
questions. "In a word, do the work. Do not decry the truth just because you are 
unwilling to go and look for yourself" [ix]. 

YOUR METHODS 

You are apparently under the delusion that others have "the awesome burden of 
proving me wrong" [197], since you have obviously shirked your responsibility to 
prove yourself right. Evidently, with all of your years of agonizing, Carl Henry 
still differing "on a few points" [xiv], Conover Hunt not agreeing with your 
solution [X7], and none of your back-cover-endorsements actually saying they 
believe your unique theory, it seems that no one is altogether convinced. 
Behaviors such as "spending countless hours at the scene of the crime" [196] and 
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"agonizing over the final solution day and night for years" [198] will not 
somehow yield the proof. 

Without obtaining truly substantive evidence, not one knowledgeable person will 
believe your conclusions. How nice it would be if somebody could simply "view 
objectively the evidence and contradictions in this case and render a sound 
judgement on their relative value" [vii], A decade ago, another author writing 
"from a historian's perspective" supposedly used this rationale "to sift through 
the maze of conflicting evidence and to interpret it in a reasonable manner."13 

His efforts resulted in a much different proposed assassination scenario. And, 
of course, two lengthy government committees tried the same method and fell 
disappointingly short with their findings. 

OBSESSION FOR DETAIL 

If an "obsession for detail [has] characterized [your] odyssey" [7], it was 
certainly not reflected by your first book. In addition to the above comments, 
here are a few other issues your book does injustice to: 

Collar and Tie Damage. "The neck wound is simple enough - two slits near 
the collar button and a nick in the lining of the President's tie" [154]; 
"most critics are forced by common sense to agree that the holes in the 
shirt collar were caused by a bullet" [156]. 

Perhaps I am blinded by.the light of the obvious, but I see no reason 
to believe that this clothing damage was caused by a bullet, while there 
is every indication that it was instead caused by either Parkland nurse 
Bowron or Henchliffe in their efforts to quickly cut off JFK's shirt and 
tie so treatment could begin. The evidence brought forth by Weisberg14 and 
others is convincing: 1) the collar has two slits, not high-velocity 
bullet holes with their distinctive missing fabric; 2) the two slits are 
not coincidental when the shirt is buttoned; 3) no metal traces were found 
on either the tie nick or shirt slits; and, 4) Dr. Carrico indicated that 
the front neck wound was above the shirt and that he observed no damage to 
the clothing around the neck when the President arrived at Parkland. 

However, the use of some common sense provides an even more compelling 
defense against a bullet exiting through the collar. A detailed 
photograph of the front of President Kennedy, showing the lines on his 
shirt and the detailed designs on his tie, appeared in LIFE magazine.15 

This picture was taken at Love Field; however, other pictures throughout 
the motorcade, up through its turn onto Elm Street, clearly indicate that 
JFK's top shirt button remains fastened and his necktie's knot remains 
squarely over that button. 

The specific locations of the damage to the shirt and tie shown in FBI 
Exhibit 60 can be mentally visualized on the undamaged shirt as it appears 
on the Love Field photograph. Obviously, a bullet exiting directly under 
the collar button of the shirt would have virtually obliterated the 
necktie's knot. A simple mock-up using a similar shirt and tie with the 
slits reconstructed confirms the impossibility of this damage being caused 
by an exiting bullet. The only way CE 399 could cause the two slits in 
the collar and just barely nick the tie is i* it was indeed a magic bullet. 

Lattimer16 effectively demonstrated this point, showing that to nick the 
left side of the tie, the bullet must exit to the left side of the collar 



6 

overlap. Not surprisingly, the experimental samples of shirt-collar exit 
holes he photographed for his book all exhibit the quintessential blown- 
away portions of the fabric, unlike the simple slits in JFK's shirt. Yet, 
with a flagrant lack-of-attention to basic detail, Lattimer erroneously 
concluded that he duplicated the President's shirt and tie damage. He 
could have conducted another ten thousand trials with his Mannlicher- 
Carcano and not duplicated those three types of fabric damage with any one 
shot. One would have much better success in reconstructing the exact 
damage using a nurse with a scalpel rather than a man with a rifle. 

Head Mound. "Groden has enhanced frames of the Zapruder film taken after 
the head shot and carefully points out what he believes is the bloody edge 
of the wound at the back of President Kennedy's head. All I can see is 
the right edge of Mrs. Kennedy's pink hat" [107]. 

Even though you support an issue that is probably true, that the 
autopsy photos and x-rays are authentic and show only the injuries 
suffered by JFK in Dealey Plaza, your defense of it leaves much to be 
desired. Here are three important points you missed: 

First of all, Mrs. Kennedy's pink hat is not included in Groden's 
heavily-cropped enhancement of Z-335.17 Her pink dress's left shoulder is 
highly visible above the President's torn-open head, but the light fuzzy 
area which Groden interprets as an exit wound at the rear of the head is 
right below Jackie's gasping mouth. This relatively lighter region of the 
photo is most likely the fringe of Jackie's white-gloved left hand which 
is positioned on the left side of the President's head. Her left arm soon 
becomes very visible from out of this location in subsequent Z-frames as 
Jackie scrambles onto the back of the limousine. 

Second, if there was a massive hole in the rear of Kennedy's head, then 
it should be discernible on the original Moorman photograph, despite its 
graininess. I find it puzzling that this much-talked-about Polaroid is 
always classified as being taken "somewhere around frames 313 to 315" 
[125]. In actuality, it corresponds precisely to Z-315 or a fraction of 
a Z-frame thereafter.18 Hence, the forceful rearward movement of JFK's 
head is well underway, and Groden's postulated hit from the front at Z-313 
- Z-314 would have already caused its exit wound in the back of the head 
when the Moorman picture was taken at Z-315. 

Third, you stated that the autopsy photos and x-rays were authenti- 
cated by the autopsy surgeons, but that the original statements by some 
Parkland Hospital personnel and their current faded memories are being 
used by antagonists to "stir up controversy" [181]. More recently, 
however, NOVA9 brought four of the Parkland doctors, Dulany, Jenkins, 
McClelland and Peters, to the National Archives to examine the 52 color 
and black-and-white autopsy photos. After each doctor independently 
viewed the set of pictures for 30-60 minutes, Dr. McClelland's statements 
reflected the findings of all four of the doctors, "I find no discrepancy 
between the wounds as they're shown very vividly in these photographs and 
what I remember very vividly." Since McClelland's pictorial 
representation of the head wound and Dr. Peters's corroboration of it were 
at the center of the controversy, their authentication of the 52-photo set 
should squelch all the talk. To postulate that the currentiy-public 
photos were not part of the set shown to the doctors is absolute 
paranoia;20 however, this could easily be confirmed by them at any time. 
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Emmett Hudson. You claim Hudson is the 'black dog man' in Willis's slide 
#5 and in the Betzner photo [121]. This is not true. Prior .to the 
arrival of the' motorcade, Hudson had been talking to an unidentified 
fellow in his late twenties: "me and him both just sat down there first 
on those steps. When the motorcade turned off of Houston onto Elm, we got 
up and stood up, me and him both."21 Another man, probably the person in 
the Willis and Betzner photos, briefly joined them from behind to witness 
one of history's most important events and then quickly vanish into the 
Twilight Zone.22 

As with most printed material, your book is not devoid of typos and glitches. 
For your information, I am referencing those I've noticed.23 

THE SCIENTIFIC METHOD 

When it comes to evaluating the merits of the physical and photographic evidence, 
a judicial or historical approach is altogether inadequate. What is needed to 
illuminate the situation is a rational, systematic method of analysis based on 
accurate, reproducible data generated by fundamental scientific experimentation. 
Some credit ought to be given to Lattimer for his efforts along these lines. 
Scant few other "independent researchers" into the JFK assassination have 
attempted to utilize scientific experimentation to narrow down the possibilities 
and focus in on the truth. 

Example: 
If I happen to be smitten with helping 'prove' your theory, I would 

first test the plausibility of the road-hit by firing about ten rounds 
into a concrete roadway (using approximately the proper ammunition, gun, 
type of concrete, ambient lighting, and firing angle and distance). I 
would document each hit by filming it, collecting the fragments, and 
measuring and photographing the divot. The preliminary data from the 
half-day's work would probably tell me if my road-hit theory was in the 
right ball park and begin to answer some of the above questions regarding 
the missing proof. 

If I still believed that it was reasonably possible that 1) the vast 
majority of people in Dealey Plaza would not see such an event, 2) the 
roadway divot could go undetected, 3) the bullet fragment(s) could miss 
everything and not be found, and 4) a spray of small particles could 
injure the President and no one else, then I would go about setting-up a 
detailed mock-up and rigorously document the possibilities and their 
relative probabilities. 

Key features of the experiment would be a limousine-sized car in the 
correct relative position which would contain a 'JFK mannequin' wearing 
the proper clothes and a removable head-sheathing (e.g., deerskin) to 
record any 'head injury.7 Large cardboard-screen backdrops would help 
record particles that missed. 

Good scientific experimentation is an iterative process, so the 
equipment would need to be modified from time to time in its early stages 
to incorporate the new learning obtained with each preliminary trial. 
After the refined apparatus produces significant results, a large number 
of trials would probably be required to reliably qualify and quantify the 
data. All results and experimental parameters would need to be fully and 
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accurately reported so that the total experiment could be completely 
reproducible by.future investigators. 

If such research found, for example, that the small, high-velocity 
concrete and metal fragments produce micro-damage to the fabric of the 
suit jacket's right elbow (since that elbow was extended outside of the 
limousine), then the actual JFK suit jacket (I am assuming that it is not 
missing) could justifiably be examined for similar damage, using the 
fabric of its left elbow as a control. 

Hence, a thorough scientific study might provide significant insight into the 
assassination, or it might only show that a close road-hit by a 6.5 mm Carcano 
bullet fired from the 'sniper's perch' was highly improbable. In either case, 
the work would likely put to rest a great deal of unsubstantiated talk about this 
particular issue. And once thoroughly completed, an advancement of understanding 
would occur which would not require repeating and would, therefore, be a basis 
for further scientific research. 

CURRENT EFFORTS 

It appears that the primary focus of 'researchers' into the JFK assassination has 
been to uncover new evidence. This 'proof' may range from the release of 
documents, photographs, or physical evidence currently in the possession of 
various government agencies to the publishing of 'startling' new testimony from 
people just now coming forward. Although most of the information that surfaces 
is of dubious value in understanding how and why the assassination took place, 
there is no doubt that some new evidence could potentially be of great 
importance. Just imagine the enormous significance if the Dictabelt audio tape 
was irrefutably authentic and crystal clear, or if the Oliver film of the 
assassination (that's Beverly Oliver24, not Oliver Stone25) was finally found, or 
the Similas photo26 distinctly showed two people in the sixth floor window. 

However, the scramble to score 'big hits' appears to have preempted a genuine 
effort to effectively understand the 'hard' information that is already 
available. This 'hard' information, the photographic and physical evidence, is 
still being interpreted in drastically different ways to support whatever bizarre 
theory somebody decides to propound. Unfortunately, the outlandish stories carry 
as much or more weight with the media as those accounts that follow a creditable 
and logical approach. And blatant sensationalism based on 'soft' information 
overpowers objective rationale based on hard facts. 

Current authors' ultimate objectives seem to be to obtain media coverage, 
increase sales and personal notoriety, and sway public opinion, rather than to 
build a sound foundation of knowledge and eventually uncover the truth about the 
President's murder. The latter is accomplished by an association of people 
working together toward common goals with a sincere interest to advance 
enlightenment (such as one finds in scientific communities), while the former is 
achieved by individuals with a vested interest to be rewarded with fame and 
profit (such as one finds among entrepreneurs). Sad to relate, the current 
efforts, as judged by the quality of the written and broadcasted material 
recently produced, are more entrepreneurial than scientific. 
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The problem is that no one can live and work for free. Scientists get long-term 
commitment and financial support by the governmental, academic, and industrial 
arms of society that ultimately benefit from the knowledge gained in this 
increasingly competitive world. Such continual financial support for systematic, 
long-term investigations into the JFK assassination is hard to come by; although, 
large incremental sums have occasionally been spent for government investigations 
or for movies. 

PROPOSED [DIRECTIONS 

The current mechanisms to advance the understanding of the JFK assassination do 
have some value, however. Investigators delve into the large amount of available 
information and interpret it in light of their own perspectives and formulate 
ideas toward a viable 'solution.' More information is ferreted out to test 
previous assumptions. All-in-all, the products of these labors are thought- 
provoking and entertaining. 

However, if a reasonably accurate portrayal of this piece of history is to ever 
appear in future text books, then somehow all the information brought forth in 
this mass of literary brainstorming needs to be compiled, objectively cataloged, 
and evaluated. Certainly, some individuals have attempted this approach in 
composing their books. What is needed, however, is an ongoing effort that 
carries the weight of the majority of the expert community. 

A worthwhile goal of a coalition of people dedicated to elucidating the truth 
about the assassination would be attaining the following three items: 

1- Develop a comprehensive encyclopedia of all facts and fiction surrounding the 
JFK assassination. The work would eventually become the ultimate source on 
any issue ever raised in connection with the event. Each fact would be 
concisely, yet fully, summarized and would meticulously reference all the 
original sources. All interpretations would be given for any 'fact.' The 
encyclopedia would be extremely well-organized and thoroughly indexed. All 
portions of the entire endeavor would be completely peer reviewed (as I have 
partially done to your book in this letter) and subsequent editions would 
incorporate all updates. Over the years, it would become to the JFK 
assassination what the dictionary has become to our language and thus it 
would serve as an anchor for all future work. 

2. As a product of the above work, establish a list of the known missing or 
classified documents and evidence in the case to serve as a catalyst to 
finding them and having them made public. Describe past efforts to obtain 
these items and the ultimate significance that acquiring them may have. 
Prioritize the list and combine and focus efforts to obtain the most 
significant items. 

3. Identify a list of Research Needs necessary to better understand the evidence 
already in hand. Prioritize the Research Needs according to the potential 
impact value of the new learning and the projected cost. 

For example, the Zapruder film is the single most important piece 
of evidence in the case. From its still frames, it is possible to 
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accurately reconstruct an animated, life-sized, three-dimensional 
model of the complete assassination sequence. The detailed features 
and dimensiohs-of the limousine, all of its occupants, Dealey Plaza, 
and the camera positions are very well documented. It then becomes 
an enormously expensive and painstaking effort to construct fully- 
mobile 'wax' figures of the occupants in the limousine and control 
their movements by computerized robotics. Under the same lighting 
conditions that were present in Dealey Plaza, the position of the 
limousine and its occupants could then be precisely matched to the 
Zapruder frames and all other relevant photos of the assassination. 
Smooth transitions from one fixed position to the next could be 
orchestrated by the computer-controlled robotics, giving a higher 
weighting factor to the clearest frames. The computer could 
calculate position variances, impact forces, etc., and the movements 
within the limousine could be studied in minute detail from any 
angle. The finished product would become a permanent research 
facility and, perhaps eventually, a public exhibit or museum, which 
would be a way to help pay for its cost. 

Less expensively, the timing of the back wound could be 
investigated by finding and hiring someone who closely matches JFK's 
body weight, upper-body features, posture, and mannerisms. A tailor 
could fashion exact duplicates of his shirt, tie, suit jacket and 
back brace. The two 'bullet holes' could be put in their exact 
positions in the clothing and the back wound could be marked as best 
as possible with the aid of the autopsy photo. Simple experiments 
in the right rear seat of the limousine could then determine during 
what body positions the three 'holes' are coincidental and, perhaps 
more importantly, at which body positions they are not. This work 
should have been necessarily completed before Conspiracy of One was 
ever published to validate the feasibility of the back-hit occurring 
when Kennedy had his elbows raised at the Z-230's versus his 
position at about Z-195. 

Other research needs might involve detailed reconstructions of 
the three Oswald backyard photographs to investigate their alleged 
anomalies, or a reenactment of the Moorman photo to better analyze 
the various shapes interpreted as either assassins or spectators. 

Once a set of well-thought-out proposals is generated, it becomes an easier 
task to find sponsors willing to fund the work and share in its rewards. 

The logic of collective action predicts that no such altruistic coalition will 
ever be organized without the dedication of a strong leader and a source of 
significant funding. However, since you brashly espouse, "Bringing the truth 
about President Kennedy's assassination to light is a responsibility someone had 
to shoulder and that someone is me" [x], I thought you should know how to truly 
uncover the truth and help bring the JFK assassination to closure. 

SUMMARY 

I wrote this letter partly because of the number of important and glaring errors 
in your book vis-a-vis your proclamation, "Quite plainly, there are very few 
individuals on the face of the earth who have more knowledge of the Kennedy 
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assassination than I do" [v///]. I do not believe that I rigorously disproved 
your 'solution' within this letter; so, I don't expect you will need to muster 
"the fortitude to'let [us] know that [you were] wrong" [x]. 

However, the main reason I composed this letter was because I have a fundamental 
problem with your blatant use of critic-bashing as a mechanism to 'prove your 
solution' (e.g., "Robert Groden, whom I regard as one of the most irresponsible 
critics ever to put paper in a typewriter" [50]). It was overtly apparent [e.g., 
208] that you reveled more in committing character assassination than in solving 
the Kennedy assassination. Rather than analyzing specific issues regarding the 
assassination to make your points, you attempt to discredit earlier investigators 
on some of their theories and, thereby, hope your readers would join you in 
blackballing the authors and discounting a77 of their ideas. 

Nevertheless, the individuals you depose have undeniably made numerous important 
contributions toward understanding the JFK murder. Given your wanton lack-of- 
regard for their efforts, it is little wonder that they will not bother to 
"respond to the questions I've raised in this book" [209]. 

Therefore, it's only fair for me to also copy some of the authors you belittled; 
I hope they find my thoughts worthwhile. I'm sure that you have probably 
received a few of these comments by now. However, I do believe there are some 
original ideas in this letter. I welcome any feedback from you or from them. 

Address after August 1, 1991: 
5954 Bent Willow Drive 
Alexandria, VA 22310 

Copyright® 1991 by Robert J. Astheimer 
All rights reserved 

cc: Robert Groden Jim Marrs 
Larry Howard J. Gary Shaw 
Mark Hulme Josiah Thompson 
Conover Hunt 
John Lattimer 

Harold Weisberg / 
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